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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/20/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claim 1, p.8.para. 3, "'681 does 
not describe a hierarchical based schema However, Szabo teaches having a 
hierarchical schema registry (C.21 .lines 33-56) and hierarchical analysis to the input 
field (ibid, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claim 20, regarding the 
hierarchical based schema registry..." and "dynamically generating grammar". Yamakita 
discloses a computer system for applying mode bias to an input field of an electronic 
document of an application, the system comprising: 

a schema registry connected to the application (Fig. 10-registration table, Fig. 1 
item 108, C.16.lines 22-28-application, C.35.lines 62-64), wherein the schema registry 
operable to point to code for dynamically generating one or more grammars (C.35.lines 
43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically generating one or more 
grammars, and the format type is located in the schema registry-Fig. 10, which points to 
code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, and C.35.lines 62-64-his coping 
with various schema); and Szabo teaches having a hierarchical schema registry 
(C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
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obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 
47). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding the amend claim 21 , " the '681 
patent does not describe dynamically generating one or more grammars based on an 
input field and a hierarchical based schema registry. The Examiner finds that Yamakita 
discloses dynamically generating one or more grammars based on the input field and a 
schema registry (C.35.lines 43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically 
generating one or more grammars, and the format type is located in the schema 
registry-Fig. 10, which points to code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, 
and C.35.lines 62-64-his coping with various schema); and Szabo teaches having a 
hierarchical schema registry (C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical 
schema registry. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide an 
organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claims 4, 6 and 7, Fisher 
teaches having an input method editor, gesture based input method, and a sign 
language recognition engine, p.3. [0036], [0039]- [0041]-wherein having multiple forms 
of input provides the obvious benefit of expanded input methods, for example to 
accommodate disabled persons. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claim 27, "the Office action 
provides no motivation or suggestion to combine the references. The previous action 
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explicitly states, "Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to Yamakita with Bays by storing a mode bias schema as 
a semantic category label in associating with a string. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to enhance semantic interpretations as well as provide order/structure for 
uses to enter information (C.2.lines 47-50)." wherein C. 2. lines 47-50 discusses... 
annotations may be captured in structured form to enhance query ability and semantic 
interpretation as well as to provide some order for users to enter this additional 
information content. The combination of Yamakita, Szabo and Bays teaches the 
amended claims, for example, Yamakita discloses a computer-implemented method for 
determining a semantic category of a string in an electronic document based upon a 
mode bias schema comprising the steps of: 

receiving an input string in the electronic document (C.5. lines 45-50), 
dynamically generating one or more grammars based on the input string 
(C.35.lines 43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically generating one or 
more grammars, and the format type is located in the schema registry-Fig. 10, which 
points to code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, and C.35.lines 62-64- 
his coping with various schema, C.35. lines 43, 45-upon receiving as the input string), 
retrieving a mode bias schema and an associated grammar (C.5. lines 55, 56- 
formatted text generation section determines acceptable grammar associated with the 
schema name, "destination number", which is sent to the input engine, C.6.lines 7-19, 
C.35. lines 62-64), the mode bias schema associated with a schema registry (ibid- 
wherein his format and format type are located in the registry, Fig. 10); 
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determining whether the string conforms to the definition of input defined by the 
grammar (C.35.lines 22-31, 43-51 -determining step, C.36.lines 20-36); 

if so, then associating the mode bias schema with the input string in the 
document (C.35.lines 43-64); 

but lacks disclosing saving the mode bias schema as a semantic category label 
in association with the input string. 

However, Bays teaches saving a mode bias schema as a semantic category in 
association with a string (C.2.line 38-C.3.line 57). Therefore, at the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to Yamakita with Bays by 
storing a mode bias schema as a semantic category label in associating with a string. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to enhance semantic interpretations as 
well as provide order/structure for uses to enter information (C.2.lines 47-50). 

Yamakita and Bays lack having the schema registry as a hierarchical based 
schema registry. However, Szabo teaches having a hierarchical schema registry 
(C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21. lines 46, 
47). 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding the dependent claims, as 
pertaining to amended parent claims, the claims are rejected as their parent claims 
remain rejected, details are below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 1-3, 5, 8-13, 15-17, 19-22, 24-26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamakita (US Patent No. 5,956,681) in view of Szabo (US 
6,868,525). 

As per claim 1, Yamakita discloses a computer system for applying mode bias to 
an input field of an electronic document of an application, the system comprising: 

a schema registry in communication with the application (Fig. 10-registration 
table, Fig. 1 item 108, C.16.lines 22-28-application, C.35.lines 62-64); and 

an input engine in communication with the schema registry (Fig. 1 item 101 -the 
mobile terminal comprising the input engine is connected to the schema registry, Fig. 
10-the registration table, located within Fig. 1 item 108), wherein the schema registry 
receives a schema name from the application (C.5.lines 45-67-"destination number", 
"text", "e-mail"), locates a grammar associated with the schema name and sends the 
grammar to the input engine (C. 5. lines 55, 56-formatted text generation section 
determines acceptable grammar associated with the schema name, "destination 
number", which is sent to the input engine, C.6.lines 7-19, C.35.lines 62-64), but lacks 
explicitly teaching the schema registry as a hierarchical based schema registry, and a 
hierarchical analysis to the input field. However, Szabo teaches having a hierarchical 
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schema registry (C.21 .lines 33-56) and hierarchical analysis to the input field (ibid, Fig. 
1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify 
Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

As per claims 2, 3, and 5, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the 
limitations of claim 1 , upon which claims 2, 3 and 5 depend. Yamakita further discloses: 

the input engine is a speech recognition engine (C.1 .lines 33-67). 

the input engine is a handwriting recognition engine (ibid). 

the input engine is keypad of a cellphone (ibid). 

As per claim 8, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1 , upon which claim 8 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the schema registry comprises a schema database (C.35.lines 12, 13-schema 
registry/database) and a grammar database (C.35.lines 23-31 -the grammar database 
(format type field dictionary-acceptable input in units of format types), wherein the 
schema database comprises a plurality of schema names (Fig. 10- "format type" 
database-is interpreted as the schema database comprising a plurality of schema 
names "e-mail", "destination number", "text", C. 35. lines 62-64), and a plurality of 
pointers to grammars (C.33.line 60-C.34.line 16, C.35.lines 25-31 -format type 
registration table points to the format type field dictionary, which in turn searches the 
recognized data for field specific units corresponding and registered as a keyword for 
the field) associated with the plurality of schema names and wherein the pointers point 
to the grammar database comprising a plurality of grammars (C.35.lines 1 1-21- 



Application/Control Number: 09/841 ,265 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2654 

pointing/referencing to format type field dictionary interpreted as the grammar database 
comprising a plurality of grammars), but lacks the schema registry as a hierarchical 
schema registry. However, Szabo teaches having a hierarchical schema registry 
(C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 
47). 

As per claim 9, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1 , upon which claim 9 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the grammar is a context free grammar (C.33.lines 60-65-clause dependent 
grammar). 

As per claim 10, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1 , upon which claim 1 0 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the grammar is a context sensitive grammar (C.33. lines 66, 67, C.34.line 1). 

As per claim 11, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1 , upon which claim 1 1 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the grammar is a regular expression (C.35.lines 35, 36-regular expression 
grammar) 

As per claim 12, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1 , upon which claim 12 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the grammar is a statistical language model (C.33.lines 53-59). 
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As per claim 13, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1, upon which claim 13 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the grammar defines an appropriate input for the input field (C:36.lines 15-36). 

As per claim 15, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1, upon which claim 15 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the input engine uses the grammar to receive input from a user of the application 
(C.36.lines 33-36-the input engine uses the grammar rule defining acceptable text to 

* 

receive input, C.35.lines 35-37, from the user). 

As per claim 16, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
15, upon which claim 16 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the input engine further uses the grammar to bias the user's input toward a 
correct input for the input .field (C.36.lines 1-36-correct input comprising and email 
address, biased by format and unnecessary word deletion). 

As per claim 17, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
15, upon which claim 17 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the input engine compares the input of the user (C.35.lines 35-37) to the 
grammar (C.35. lines 22-31, 43-51 -comparative step) to determine whether the input 
matches and is an appropriate input (C.36.lines 20-36). 

As per claim 19, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
1, upon which claim 19 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the schema registry is in communication with the application through a text 
service framework (Fig. 1 item 108, 101-C.1 .line 63-C.2.line 8-stochastic input text 
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interfaced with mobile terminal), but lacks the schema registry as a hierarchical schema 
registry. However, Szabo teaches having a hierarchical schema registry (C.21. lines 33- 
56, Fig. 1A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

As per claim 20, Yamakita discloses a computer system for applying mode bias 
to an input field of an electronic document of an application, the system comprising: 

a schema registry connected to the application (Fig. 10-registration table, Fig. 1 
item 108, C.16.lines 22-28-application, C.35.lines 62-64), wherein the schema registry 
operable to point to code for dynamically generating one or more grammars (C.35.lines 
43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically generating one or more 
grammars, and the format type is located in the schema registry-Fig. 10, which points to 
code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, and C.35.lines 62-64-his coping 
with various schema); and 

an input engine in communication with the schema registry (Fig. 1 item 101 -the 
mobile terminal comprising the input engine is connected to the schema registry, Fig. 
10-the registration table, located within Fig. 1 item 108), wherein the schema registry 
receives a schema name from the application (C.5.lines 45-67-"destination number", 
"text", "e-mail"), locates an identifier of a grammar (C. 36. lines 1-5) associated with the 
schema name and sends the identifier of the grammar to the input engine (C.5.lines 55, 
56-formatted text generation section determines acceptable grammar associated with 
the schema name, "destination number", which is sent to the input engine, C.6.lines 7- 
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19, C.35.lines 62-64, C.36.lines 30-36-the identifier of a grammar is sent to the input 
engine, in order for the text to be input in a predetermined text format), but lacks the 
schema registry being a hierarchical schema registry. However, Szabo teaches having 
a hierarchical schema registry (C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical 
schema registry. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide an 
organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

As per claim 21, Yamakita discloses a computer-implemented method for 
applying mode bias to an input field of an electronic document of an application program 
module, the method comprising the steps of: 

determining that an insertion point is within the input field (C.36.lines 34, 35- 
inherent for insertion into an appropriate field); 

determining a mode bias schema that is attached to the input field (C.35.lines 11- 
31 -format type name registry, C.36.lines 20-36); 

4 

dynamically generating one or more grammars based on the input field and a 
schema registry (C.35.lines 43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically 
generating one or more grammars, and the format type is located in the schema 
registry-Fig. 10, which points to code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, 
and C.35.lines 62-64-his coping with various schema); 

determining a grammar that is associated with the mode bias schema (C.35. lines 
15-21 -format type field dictionary); and 
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sending the grammar to an input engine wherein the input engine uses the 
grammar to receive input for the input field (C.5. lines 55, 56-formatted text generation 
section determines acceptable grammar associated with the schema name, "destination 
number", which is sent to the input engine, C.6.lines 7-19, C.35.lines 62-64), but lacks 
the schema registry being a hierarchical schema registry. However, Szabo teaches 
having a hierarchical schema registry (C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical 
schema registry. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide an 
organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 47). 

As per claim 22, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
21 , upon which claim 22 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the input engine uses the grammar to receive input for the input field comprises 
receiving text at the insertion point (C.36Jines 20-36-predetermined field is the insertion 
point) and determining whether the received text (C.35. lines 32-47-received text) 
matches an input type defined by the grammar (C.36.lines 20-30-determination that the 
grammar matches an email grammar) and, if so, then displaying the text in the input 
field (C.36.lines 33-36, C.6.lines 16-18). 

As per claim 24, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
21, upon which claim 24 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

cross-referencing the mode bias schema in a schema database to determine the 
grammar that is associated with the mode bias schema (C.35. line 11- C.36.line 5- 
searching through the mode bias schema for a grammar through the mode bias schema 
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is interpreted as cross-referencing, C.35.lines 1 1-30, in the schema database 
indicates/points the/to grammar that is associated with the mode bias schema). 

As per claim 25, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 

24, upon which claim 25 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the step of sending the grammar to an input engine comprises retrieving the 
grammar from a grammar database (C.35.lines 21 -31 -grammar is retrieved from the 
format type dictionary grammar database) and sending the grammar to the input engine 
(C.36.lines 11-36). 

As per claim 26, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 

25, upon which claim 26 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

a computer-readable medium on which are stored computer-readable 
instructions which, when executed, perform the method claim 25 (C. 9. lines 14-21, 
C.42.lines 29-46). 

4. Claims 4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamakita in view of Szabo, and further in view of Fisher (US 2001/0041328) 

As per claims 4, 6, and 7, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the 
limitations of claim 1, upon which claims 4, 6, and 7 depend, but lack explicitly 
disclosing: 

the input engine is an input method editor; 

the input engine is gesture-based input method; 

the input engine is a *sign language recognition engine; 
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However, Fisher teaches having an input method editor, gesture based input 
method, and a sign language recognition engine (p. 3. [0036], [0039]- [0041] 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify 
Yamakita with multiple input engines, and recognition of these input methods. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to have multiple forms of input which would 
provide the obvious benefit of expanded input methods, for example to accommodate 
disabled persons. 

5. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamakita in view Szabo and further in view of De La Huerga (US Patent No. 
6,434,567). 

Yamakita, Szabo and De La Huerga are analogous art in that they involve text 
input schema for structured text. 

As per claim 14, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
13, upon which claim 14 depends but lacks the grammar defines an appropriate input 
for the input field by defining a list of acceptable inputs for the input field. 

However, De La Huerga teaches having a grammar define an appropriate input 
for a field by defining a list of acceptable inputs for the input field (C.IO.Iines 7-17). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to modify Yamakita by including in a predetermined field grammar rule 
a list of acceptable inputs for the input field. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to account for various input patterns (C.1 0.lines 1 5-1 7). 
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6. Claims 18 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamakita in view of De La Huerga (US Patent No. 5,895,461). 

Yamakita, Szabo and De La Huerga are analogous art in that they involve text 
input schema for structured text. 

As per claim 18, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
17, upon which claim 18 depends. Yamakita further discloses if the input engine 
determines that the input of the user does not match an appropriate input, then the input 
engine rejects the input (C.35.lines 32-47, C.36. lines 6-36-for appropriate input, 
unnecessary words are deleted for appropriate input into fields), but lacks causing the 
application to display an error message to the user. 

However, De La Huerga teaches display an error message to the user if an input 
does not match an appropriate input (C.6.lines 50-55). Therefore, at the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify 
Yamakita by indicated an error message for improper information entry. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to alert the user of error in an input for a specified format 
field (C.6.lines 51-55). 

As per claim 23, Yamakita and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations of claim 
22, upon which claim 23 depends. 

Claim 23 sets forth limitations similar to claim 18. Claim 18 describes the 
limitations as indicated there. 



Application/Control Number: 09/841 ,265 Page 1 6 

Art Unit: 2654 

7. Claims 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamakita in view of Bays et al. (hereinafter referred to as Bays, US Patent No. 
6,519,603) in further view of Szabo. 

Yamakita, Bays and Szabo are analogous art in that they involve text input 
schema for structured text. 

As per claim 27, Yamakita discloses a computer-implemented method for 
determining a semantic category of a string in an electronic document based upon a 
mode bias schema comprising the steps of: 

receiving an input string in the electronic document (C.5. lines 45-50), 

dynamically generating one or more grammars based on the input string 
(C.35.lines 43-64-his format type field generation as for dynamically generating one or 
more grammars, and the format type is located in the schema registry-Fig. 10, which 
points to code for "E-mail", C.9.lines 49-53-his control program, and C.35.lines 62-64- 
his coping with various schema, C.35. lines 43, 45-upon receiving as the input string), 

retrieving a mode bias schema and an associated grammar (C.5. lines 55, 56- 
formatted text generation section determines acceptable grammar associated with the 
schema name, "destination number", which is sent to the input engine, C.6. lines 7-19, 
C.35. lines 62-64), the mode bias schema associated with a schema registry (ibid- 
wherein his format and format type are located in the registry, Fig. 10); 

determining whether the string conforms to the definition of input defined by the 
grammar (C.35.lines 22-31, 43-51 -determining step, C.36.lines 20-36); 
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if so, then associating the mode bias schema with the input string in the 
document (C.35. lines 43-64); 

but lacks disclosing saving the mode bias schema as a semantic category, label 
in association with the input string. 

However, Bays teaches saving a mode bias schema as a semantic category in 
association with a string (C.2.line 38-C.3.line 57). Therefore, at the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to Yamakita with Bays by 
storing a mode bias schema as a semantic category label in associating with a string. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to enhance semantic interpretations as 
well as provide order/structure for uses to enter information (C.2.lines 47-50). 

Yamakita and Bays lack having the schema registry as a hierarchical based 
schema registry. However, Szabo teaches having a hierarchical schema registry 
(C.21 .lines 33-56, Fig. 1 A). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to modify Yamakita by having a hierarchical schema registry. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide an organization of query responses (C.21 .lines 46, 
47). 

As per claim 28, Yamakita, Bays and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations 
of claim 27, upon which claim 28 depends. 

Bays also teaches displaying a plurality of actions in association with a semantic 
category label (C. 3. lines 34-39-comment action, and URL action is displayed in 
association with every annotated semantic category label). 
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As per claim 29, Yamakita, Bays and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations 
of claim 27, upon which claim 29 depends. Yamakita further discloses: 

the mode bias schema and the associated grammar are retrieved from a schema 
registry (Fig. 10, C.35.lines 1 1-64-registry contains the mode bias schema, format type 
name, and associated grammar format type field dictionary). 

8. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yamakita in view Bays, in view of Szabo and further in view of Friedman (US Patent No. 
6,182,029). 

Yamakita and Friedman are analogous art in that they involve schema for 
structured text. 

As per claim 30, Yamakita, Bays and Szabo make obvious all of the limitations 
of claim 27, upon which claim 30 depends, but lack: 

the mode bias schema comprises an XML schema. 

However, Friedman teaches having XML schema which represents a mode bias 
towards inputted information (Fig. 4 item 400). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify Yamakita with 
Friedman by using XML for schema definition. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to render appropriate text to users using XML, which is a computational less 
complex markup language than other encoding languages (C.1 1 .line 57-C.12.line 4). 

Conclusion 

9. Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 

CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lament M. Spooner whose telephone number is 
571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571/272-7602. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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